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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 12-21 withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 1.142(b) 
as being drawn to a nonelected inventions, there being no allowable generic or linking 
claim. Election was made without traverse in the reply filed on 01/1 1/2008. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claim 1, 3-7 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
US Patent No. 7,003,503 B1 by Crosby et al. (Crosby). 
In reference to Claim 1 : 

A method for rating financial reporting of public companies, comprising the steps 
of: obtaining public filing information for a company (Col 1 lines 51-52, Col 2 lines 20- 
21 , Col 4 lines 6-7, 1 1 -1 4); separating the obtained public filing information into 
predetermined rating categories (Col 1 lines 27-28, 35-36); and rating the company in 
each of the rating categories, using the separated public filing information(Col 1 lines 
40-41, Col 2 lines 6-7; FIG. 1, FIG. 2A, FIG. 2B, FIG. 7). 
In reference to Claim 3 : 
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The method of claim 1 (see rejection of claim 1 above), wherein at least some of 
the public filing information is provided as structured information stored in a database 
(FIG. 10; Col 1 lines 51-53, Col 4 lines 17-19) 
In reference to Claim 4 : 

The method of claim 1 (see rejection of claim 1 above), wherein rating the 
company includes assigning a score for each of the rating categories (Col 6 lines 23- 
30, Col 6 line 35-45 ref table). 
In reference to Claim 5 : 

The method of claim 1 (see rejection of claim 1 above), wherein rating the 
company includes assigning an overall score (Col 6 lines 45-60, ref Table). 
In reference to Claim 6 : 

The method of claim 5 (see rejection of claim 5 above), wherein at least one of 
the rating categories is accorded a greater weight to the overall score than the others 
(abstract, Col 1 lines 29-30, 35-37, Col 2 lines 2-8). 
In reference to Claim 7 : 

The method of claim 1 (see rejection of claim 1 above), wherein rating the 
company includes assigning one or more star for each of the rating categories (Col 2 
lines 10-20). 

In reference to Claim 10 : 

The method of claim 1 , wherein rating the company includes comparing the 
company to other companies that were rated (FIG. 1, FIG. 2A, FIG. 2B; Col 1 lines 17- 
18,39-40, 52-54). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 2, 8-9, and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patent No. 7,003,503 B2 by Crosby et al. (Crosby). 
In reference to Claim 2 : 
Crosby teaches: 

The method of claim 1 (see rejection of claim 1 above), 

Crosby does not teach: 

wherein the public filing information includes information required by the 
Securities and Exchange Commission to be publicly filed. 

Although Crosby does not teach information filed by the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Crosby does teach information obtained on companies by "investment 
funds, consumer-information organizations and research firms" (Col 1 lines 15-17). 
Crosby teaches "selecting a list of companies that have the product" (Col 1 lines 39-40). 
The product of any company is either the physical item it produces and/or the services 
it produces for the clientele. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
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art at the time of the invention to collect information from sources specific to data that 
applies to the product of the company. Therefore if the product of the company is 
financial reporting then the data collected such as required information filed at the 
Securities and Exchange would be obvious data specific to that product to collect. 

In reference to Claim 8 : 
Crosby teaches: 

The method of claim 1 (see rejection of claim 1 above), wherein rating the 
company 

Crosby does not teach: 

includes assigning an overall rating of one or more star 

Crosby does not teach rating the company includes an overall rating of one or 
more stars. However Crosby does teach "sorting the companies in descending order 
based on the companies final value" (Col 6 line 67 and Col 7 line 1). The assignment of 
the "star" according to Crosby is awarded depending in the "score" of the product. 
Crosby does teach assigning scores to rate the companies. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the same method of 
assigning stars to scored categories to also assign stars using the same criteria for the 
specific companies as based on those same scored categories. The assignment of 
stars to companies based on scored product categories which are not only scored but 
assigned stars based on those product scores would have been an obvious variant in 
the method. 
In reference to Claim 9 : 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/621 ,91 6 Page 6 

Art Unit: 3694 

Crosby teach: 

The method of claim 1 (see rejection of claim 1 above), wherein rating the 
company includes comparing the company to other companies in its ... industry group 
(FIG. 1, FIG. 2A, FIG. 2B; Col 1 lines 17-18, 39-40, 52-54). 
Crosby does not teach: 

peer 

Although Crosby does not explicitly teach "peer" group. However, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to restrict the 
comparisons of companies in specific peer groups. In order for product and company 
comparisons to be valid it would require the comparisons to made within the peer 
industry group of that product 
In reference to Claim 1 1 : 
Crosby teaches: 

The method of claim 1 (see rejection of claim 1 above), wherein the rating 
categories include one or more of 
Crosby does not teach: 

(1) areas of financial concern and/or potential financial exposure; (2) accounting 
policies and practices; (3) financial footnotes; (4) management description of operating 
and financial results; and (5) corporate governance 

Although Crosby is not directed toward the specific field of finance the design 
choice does not change the method. Other than weighting the data no action is taken 
on the data. The weighting of data is not specific to the industry the data comes from it 
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is only specific to the users decision on what weight to give the data gathered 
depending on its importance to the industry. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the method as 
taught by Crosby to choose the rated category data specific to the industry. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. US Patent No. 6877034 B1 by Machin et al is directed to 
performance evaluation through benchmarking. US Pub No. 2003/01 10065 A1 by 
Twigge-Molecy which is directed toward collected, analyzed and a value assigned to 
each indication based on collected date. US Patent No. 6374358 B1 by Townsend is 
rating and ranking data related to an industry or service with data that is weighted and 
scored. US Pub No. 2004/01 17240 A1 by Ness et al. with is directed toward 
performance assessment. US Pub No. 2005/0021389 A1 by Dias et al. which is 
directed toward calculating a score for a business unit. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MARY GREGG whose telephone number is (571)270- 
5050. The examiner can normally be reached on 4/10. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James Trammell can be reached on (571) 272-6712. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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/Mary Cheung/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3694 



